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JOSEPH P. PNl EVBKI ,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
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D sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Joseph P. Pniewski, Appellant Pro Se. Ri chard Gregory MNeer,
CAVPBELL, WOODS, BAGLEY, EMERSON, MCNEER & HERNDON, Hunti ngton,
West Virginia;, Mitthew Al bert Kelly, Huntington, Wst Virginia;
Steven Kenneth Nord, David E. Rich, OFFUIT, FISHER & NORD,
Hunti ngton, West Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Joseph P. Pniewski seeks to appeal the district court’s
order adopting the magi strate judge’s reconmendati on and di sm ssi ng
the West Virginia Prosecuting Attorneys Institute fromthe case,
dism ssing all clains against Marjorie Martorella in her official
capacity, and dismi ssing the federal clains against Martorella in
her individual capacity. The case is proceeding on Pniewski’s
state | aw cl ai ns agai nst Martorella in her individual capacity and
his clainms agai nst the Wayne County Conmm ssi on.

This court may exercise jurisdiction only over fina
orders, 28 U S.C § 1291 (2000), and certain interlocutory and
collateral orders. 28 U S.C. § 1292 (2000); Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b);

Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). The

order Pniewski seeks to appeal is neither a final order nor an
appeal able interlocutory or collateral order. Accordingly, we
di sm ss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction. W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



